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INTRODUCTION 


THE MS. MATERIAL 

In preparing this edition of the text and the commentary of the 
Rg-Vedapratii^akhya I have collated the following MSS.: — 

A. Text-MSS. 

In the Bodleian Library. 

(1) MS. Sanskrit e. 9 = 

(2) Max Miiller Memorial MS. d. 9 = M 

(3) (4) and (5) MS. Chandra Shum Shere d. 176= C^, C^ and 

respectively. 

(6) MS. „ „ „ d. 177 = C" 

( 7 ) „ . „ „ e. 59 = 

(8) „ „ „ „ e. 63 = C« 

In the Library of the India Office. 

(9) Sansk. MS. No. 1355 (E. 64) = P 

In the Library of the Royal Asiatic Society, London. 

(10) Whish 73 (1) =W 

B. Commentary-MSS. 

In the Bodleian Library. 

(1) MS. Sansk. e. 10 == B^ 

(2) „ „ d. 20 = B^ 

In the India Office Library. 

(3) Sansk. MS. No. 28 (E. 65) = I^ 

To these text and commentary MSS. which I have directly collated 
myself may be added those which were, directly or indirectly, used by 
Regnier and M. Muller. 
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MSS. used by Regnier. 

(1) (2) The Berlin MSS. Nos. 595 and 691 (Chambers Collection). Two 
text MSS. Not directly collated by Regnier ; cp. Reg., part I, p. 4. 
M. Muller also refers to these MSS. a few times. Cp. Webers 
Catalogue of Berlin MSS., vol. i, p. 7. 

(3) The Whitney MS. A text MS. used by Regnier for the last few 

cp. Reg., part III, p. 2 (note). 

(4) MS. 203 (Devanagari) belonging to the Imperial Library at Paris. 

A commentary MS. which was mainly used by Regnier for his 
text as well as for the extensive extracts from Uvata's commentary. 
It is described by Roth in Zur T/itteratuT und Geschichte des Weda 
on p. 53. 

(5) The Berlin MS. No. 394 (Chambers Collection). A commentary MS. 

used by Regnier for the last few cp. Reg., part III, 

p. 2 (note), also part II, p. 57. Cp. Weber’s Catalogue, vol. i, p. 8. 


MSS. used by M. Muller. 


(1) A. A text MS. 

(2) a. A commentary MS. M. Muller refers to the text of the same MS. 

as ‘ at ’. 

The other four MSS. B, b, by, and h which were used by M. Muller are 
respectively identical with my MSS. I\ I^, B*^, and B^. 

I should also mention two other sources from which I have derived 
some help in the constitution of the text of the Commentary : (1) the 
Benares edition of the Rg-Vedapratiifekhya together with the commentary 
of Uvata (called by me B“), and (2) A Comjxirative Grammar of the 
Sanskrit Langiunje, by A. Borooah, vol. x, Prosody, Calcutta, 1882. The 
former, though not a critical edition, has been helpful in determining 
the relation of the commentary MSS., and in some places, also in arriving 
at the proper reading. The latter quotes almost the whole of the last 
three patalas of the Rg-Vedapratii4akhya and also gives some extracts 
from a MS. of Uvata’s commentary, which he calls B on p. ix. In my 
critical notes I have a few times referred to Borooah for the variants 
found in these extracts. 

Finally, I should mention a few other MSS. which I have consulted 
here and there and which are referred to by me in the Introduction (see 
below) and Notes, and in a few cases also in the foot-notes. 
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(1) P = No. 56 in the Descriptive Catalogue of the Government Collections 

of MSS, deposited at the Deccan College, Poomi, Bombay, 1916, 
vol. i, Part I. The MS., though ascribed to Visnumitra at the end 
and though described as (sic) TrrfiT along the margin, is the 
same as that of Uvata's commentary, whose name often occurs at 
tlie end of several other patalas. It also contains the commentary 
on the introductory stanzas. It is dated ^ake, 1562 (= a.d. 1640).' 

(2) P' = No. 460 of the same catalogue. A MS. of the Parsada-Vrtti. 

(3) P‘^ = No. 459 of the same catalogue. A MS. of the Parsada-Vrtti. It is 

dated Sam vat 1626 (a.d. 1569). 

(4) P^ = No. 55 of the same catalogue. A MS. of the Parsada-Vrtti, not of 

the Bhasya as wrongly stated in the catalogue. It ends in the 
middle of the commentary on II. 29. These four MSS., now 
transferred from the Deccan College, Poona, to the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute, Poona, were received by me only after 
I had almost finished the constitution of the text as well as of the 
commentary. 

(5) W' = Whish 73 (2) of the Library of the Royal Asiatic Society, 

London. A MS. of the Parsada-Vrtti on palm-leaves and in Grantha 
characters : For a description of the MS., cp. M. Muller's Rg. Prat., 
Introduction, pp. 22-32. 

Some further details about these MSS. are given below in the Intro- 
duction. The relation of Uvatas commentary to the Parsada-Vrtti is also 
discussed below. As will appear from that discussion, the commentary of 
Uva^, excepting the first few patalas, being almost identical with the 
Parsada-Vrtti, the MSS. of the latter have been of some help in ascertaining, 
in some places, the text of the former. In one or two cases, I have 
adopted the correct reading from P', the corresponding reading in the 
MSS. of Uvata s commentary being obviously wrong. 

Thus the evidence of altogether fourteen text MSS., seven MSS. of 
Uva^’s commentary, (if B" and Borooah represent each one MS., two more 
may be added) and four of the Parsada-Vrtti has been partially or wholly 
utilized for the present edition.^ 

' The end-colophon in P reads; (sic) 

^ Two sections of the Introduction giving a detailed description of the MSS. and their 
relationship are left out till the publication of the whole work. 
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THE AUTHORSHIP OP THE COMMENTARY ON THE 
INTRODUCTORY STANZAS. 


The commentary on the first ten introductory stanzas of the Rg-Veda- 
pratiiSakhya, which on the basis of the evidence, shown later on, I am 
inclined to regard as spurious, is found in all the three MSS. of the 
commentary that I have collated, as well as in It is also found in 

the Paris MS. used by M. Regnier; cf. his Rg. Prat., part I, pp. 21-22. It 
would appear from his foot-notes on pages III, VIII, and X, that the 
MS. a of Prof. M. Muller also contained this portion.^ 

At the end of this commentary the following words occur : 


irrfij’irr#® ii 

^nsTqftHnrrwrf in# i 

After thia B” adds: ^ wnTT9Tf#*n# I 

3rrwr l ^ »n^l This addition is 

wanting in all my MSS. and seems to have been due to the editor. Then 
the commentary on I. 1. begins with the words: (omitted in B®)| 

51# (omitted in P) I 5m: II 

Il l &c., at least in I^, P, and B“. 

In the introduction to the commentary on the ten introductory stanzas, 
Visnumitra is said to be the author of the commentary. Stanzas 5-7 of 
this introduction read as follows: 


^T5jf I 

^'wr: tjTi^fPfmT: ii 

50[ t ii 

’’rmrr g #5^^: ^ groTr; 1 

^ #f#iT 11 


' Also found in P ; see above. 

^ Cf, also Burnoirs Classified Index to the Sanskrit MsS. in the Palace Library at Tanjore, pp. 1 b, 
2a; Notices of Sanskrit MSS,^ Second Series, by H. P. ^astri, vol. ii, Calcutta, 1904, p. 114, 
^o. 186 ; A Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS. in the Library of the Calcutta Sanskrit College^ 
by Hrishikesa ^astri and S. C. Gui, Calcutta, 1896, vol. i, Vodic MSS., p. 315, no. 490; 
A Descriptive Catalogue qf the Sanskrit MSS. in the Government Oriental MSS. Library, Madras, vol. ii, 
Vedic Literature, Madras, 1906, p. 621, no. 883 ; A Trienrdal Catalogue of MSS. collected during the 
Iriennium {1918-16) for the Government Oriental MSS. Library, Madras, vol, ii, part I, Sanskrit 
A, Madras, 1917, p. 1281, R. no. 972 ; and Weberns Catalogue of Berlin MSS., vol. i, no. 36. 

* M. Muller corrects to TrrfW15[T^§EPTT^ P- 1 his edition of the 

Hg-Vedaprati4fikhya. P reads lor 
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The commentary on the rest of the Prati^akhya is, however, ascribed to 
Uvata at the end of all the patalas, and with the exception of a few cases 
is called as well as 

The first question that strikes any one is whether there is any connexion 
between Visnumitra and UvaU, and consequently between the commentary 
on the introductory stanzas and that on the rest of the Pratii^akhya. If 
so, what is that connexion ? As we shall see later on, the first part of the 
question is not easy to answer, but we can arrive at some definite conclusion 
about the second. 

Roth,^ who appears not to have noticed the colophon at the end of the 
commentary on the ten introductory stanzas, and liad no idea of the 
spuriousness of these stanzas, thought that this commentary and that on 
the rest of the PratiiSakhya were by the same author. Consequently, he 
had to face the discrepancy of tlie same work having been assigned to 
Uvata at the end of all the 2^)atalas^ while in the introduction Visnumitra 
is spoken of as the author of the commentary. He tried to explain this 
discrepancy by the suggestion that Uvata, the author of the whole 
commentary, based his work on an older commentary by Visnumitra. 

Prof. M. Muller confidently followed Prof. Roth in this respect. He 
noticed the colophon at the end of the commentary on the ten introductory 
stanzas, in which Visnumitra’s name occurs, but this, instead of creating 
any suspicion in liis mind as to the correctness of Prof. Roth’s conclusion, 
strengthened his belief in it. This further discrepancy, he ^ thought, was 
due to the modesty of Uvata, who instead of jDutting his own name in this 
colophon, as in the other colophons, mentioned that of Visnumitra, wliom 
M. Muller, like Roth, thought to be the original author of the commentary. 
The same view is followed generally by other scholars; e.g. J. Eggeling in 
the Introduction to M. Mullers Rg-Vedaprati^akhya (p. 23), Winternitz 
and Keith in the Bodleian Catalogue (pp. 22“3), and Burnell in his 
Classified Index of Sanskrit MSS. (pp. 1-2) all ascribe both the portions 
of the commentary to Uvata. 

M. Regnier '^ is not definite about the nature of Visnumitra’s work, and 
says that the part of the introduction to the commentary where Visnu- 
mitra’s name occurs is not quite clear and requires to be subjected to 
a new examination. The colophon at the end of the commentary on the 
introductory stanzas he takes simply to mean that the two stanzas (9 and 
10) containing the alphabet are from a work called Pratii^akhya and 
composed by Visnumitra, without any reference to the authorship of the 

' Cf. Zur Liiteratur und Geschichte des Weda^ pp, 60-1. 

* Cf. his edition of the Rg-Vcdapratii^akhya, p. 1, foot-note. 

® Cf. his Prdti^dkhya du Rig-Veda, pa»t I, pp. 21-2. 
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commentary on these two stanzas, which he considers to be by Uvata. 
The commentary preceding the two stanzas &c.), which also 

according to him is by Uvata, Regnier takes to be the commentary on the 
first stanza &c.) followed by long prolegomena. This is probably 

one of the reasons why he does not give the introductory stanzas 
in his text. 

To me it appears, on the contrary, that Uva^ either was not cognizant 
of the existence of the introductory stanzas, or, at least, did not regard 
them as forming a part of theRg-VedapratiiSakhya, and consequently could 
not have written a commentary on them either independently or on the 
basis of another commentary. The strongest argument is that in the 
discussion at the end of the commentary on i. 3, based on the relative 
meaning of the words and in the first two Sutras of the 

Prfiti^akhya, which imply a fixed order of the alphabet, Uvata takes for 
granted that there was no portion of the Pratii^akhya giving at least a fixed 
order of the alphabet. He winds up the discussion by saying that though 
no fixed order of the alphabet is given in this Prdtiidkhya, the order referred 
to is one of the two popular orders ; and tlie particular order followed in 
this Prati^khya is proved, not by a direct appeal to the introductory 
stanzas containing the alphabet, but by an implication from the usage of the 
PratL4akhya itself. The important passages in this discussion are as follows : 


I ^ ^ 

XT^ TTff I I 

I ^ N 


It is clear from this tliat the whole of this discussion would be out of 
place and irrelevant if Uvata was cognizant of the existence of at least 
the two introductory stanzas &c., as a part of the Rg-Vedapra- 

tii^akhya, and much more so if he himself was the author of the commentary 
on them. 

The same conclusion is further strengthened by comparing the following 
passages in Uvata’s cohimentary. On i. 6, Uvata says: 

wpi ^ Trfxr[T?t I 

rni^STT: («»? I ?m) i Uvata’s reference here to 

xiii. 35, instead of to ^^3 in the introductory stanzas, 

shows his ignorance of the latter. Notice also ^ ^ 
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the commentary on i. 19. In the commentary on 
i. 22, Uvata, while recapitulating what has gone before, begins only from 
^51^ I without referring to the introductory stanzas. 

Finally, while commenting on i. 65, Uvata takes pains to explain 
by ir^T which was quite unnecessary if he knew the fixed 

order of the vowels given in the introductory stanzas. Moreover, had the 
introductory stanzas formed a part of thePratii^akhya according to Uvata, the 
question as to the purpose of this Pratii^akliya, treated in 

the commentary on i. 1, ought to have been treated somewhere in the com- 
mentary on the introductory stanzas, where it would have been quite in 
its natural place.^ 

The author of the commentary on these stanzas, however, answers 
(stanza 4) almost the same question in his own way, and while doing so 
describes this Pratisakhya as merely a in opposition to Uva^ 

who, in his answer to the above question in i. 1, thinks that the subject- 
matter of the Pratii^akhya includes all the three and 

This opposition of views as well as the treatment of almost the same 
question in two different places proves, beyond doubt, the difference of 
authorship in the two different cases. 

The introductory verses in the beginning of the Vrtti (i.e. the commen- 
tary on the introductory stanzas) are not hy Uvata as is supposed by Roth, 
M. Muller, and other scholars. On the contrary they are by Visnumitra 
himself. Roth’s argument, based on the use of the third and first persons 
referring respectively to Visnumitra and Uvata, is not very cogent. Both 
of them might refer to the same person — a fact quite in keeping witli the 
usage of Sanskrit writers. The other argument of Roth with respect to 
^ (in my edition ^ based on misconstruing 

this phrase as referring to Visnumitra, while in fact it refers to Devamitra, 
his father ; Cf. Muller, p. 1. 

There are other traces to be found which prove conclusively that the 
two portions of the commentary are by different authors. The author of 
the above-mentioned introductory verses to the Vrtti expressly says that 
he styled his work a Vrtti and not a Bhasya; cf. and 

which agrees with in the colophon of 

that Vrtti.*^ While, on the other hand, Uvato’s commentary is called 
at the end of almost all the patalas. Moreover, as shown above, Uvata 
does not recognize the authenticity of the introductory stanzas, while the 


1 For other reasons proving the spuriousiiess of the ten introductory stanzas, see below. 

2 The question whether the introductory verses &c. and the 

i.1. - XI • . -1! J ® ® 


are by the same author, is discussed below. 
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V^rtti expressly ascribes them to ^aunaka; cf. 

lT>pn«l. (introduction to stanza 1), ’SIH ’SnWT^f Wrai^afN^ 

[stanza 4). 

The colophon at the end of the Vrtti is not quite clear. The apparent 
neaning that the Pratisakhya (i. e. the introductory stanzas) is by Visnu- 
rnitra is contradicted by the commentary (Vrtti) itself, which ascribes the 
)ext to Saunaka. The reading instead of is also 

lot free from difficulty. Unless there is some clerical mistake in this 
jolophon, the word ought to be taken as referring, not to the 

lext of the TTTfTnrn^j to the branch of learning as represented by 
his Vrtti itself. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that Uvata’s commentary begins from 

(i. 1). It is true that the Vrtti is generally attached to 
he Bhasya, and this fact has been the source of the wrong view as to its 
•elation to Uvata. But my view that the Vrtti is not an integral part of 
Jvata's commentary is also supported by the fact that there are some 
dSS. of Uvata’s commentary which do not contain this Vrtti; cf. Notices 
>f Sanskrit MSS.^ R. Mitra, vol. iv, 1878, pp. 54-5, no. 1450 ; also BurnelFs 
Classified Index, p. 2 a (the MSS. 2,418 and 2.419 seem to be quite 
ndependent, the former being that of the Bhasya and the latter, most 
)robab]y, that of the Vrtti on the introductory stanzas). 

THE PARSADA-VRTTI. 

Before we discu.ss the relation of Visnumitra and Uvata it is necessary 
>0 say something about the Parsada- Vrtti — a commentary on the Rg. Prat, 
vhich is partly, if not wholly, different from that of Uvata, and about the 
authorship of which it is difficult to arrive at any definite conclusion. 
\.part from the four MSS. (P^ P^ P'^ W^) of this Vrtti already noticed, 
here is another which is described under No. 882 in A Descriptive 
Catalogue of the Sanskrit MSS. in the Government Oriental MSS. Library, 
Madras, vol. ii, Vedic Literature, Madras, 1905, I have cursorily examined 
he three Poona MSS. (P^ P^ P'^) together with that of the Whish Collec- 
ion ( W^). A comparison of different parts ^ of these MSS. shows that they 
n reality represent the same work ; their differences amounting generally 
o mere differences of reading. The same thing applies to the Madras MS., 
s can be ascertained by comparing the quotation in the Madras Catalogue 
vith that from the MS. of the Whish Collection. 

Nevertheless there are a few facts about these MSS. which are rather 


^ Cf., for instance, the Vrtti on i. 1 given below. 
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puzzling. The Poona MSS. P^ P- (P^ ends only in the middle of 'patala ii) 
differ from in their division of the 'patalas, which, including that of 
'paiala xvi, is exactly the same as that adopted by myself. The Madras 
MS. 882 also seems to adopt the same division, as is evident from its 
end-colophon given in the catalogue. It is to be noticed, however, that its 
end, as given in the catalogue, seems to be the same as that in Uvata’s 
commentary. In the only Poona MS. (P^) which is complete towards the 
end, the conclusion, on the contrary, is as follows : (sic) ^ 

I - ■ ^ I w. ^ 

I (the following sj'llable is damaged) 1 

II ii 'a h ii 

ii wth: ii $03 11 11 11 

<1$^^ &c. On the last page of the same MS. is written in a different 

hand : (sic) ^ syllable is damaged). 

Below this line is written: Both these names seem to be 

those of successive owners of the MS. 

Another noteworthy fact about these MSS. is that, while the MS. of 
the Whish Collection (W^) begins at once, as Eggeling has pointed out, with 

P^ reads before this, with some slight variation, the 
eight introductory verses (in this MS. ?T^T^9f^:) to ^ lgT?!T ^ 

(in this MS. usually found in the beginning of the Vrtti on the 

introductory stanzas of the Rg-Vedapratisakhya, attached to the com- 
mentary of Uvata but wanting in all these MSS. of the Parsada- Vrtti. In 
the Poona MS. P^, the first folio being missing, only a portion of the last 
of these eight verses is found in a slightly different reading. In the other 
two MSS. (P“ and the Madras MS.) the first one or more jmtalas are 
missing. 

This commentary is invariably called Parsada- Vyakhya in all the 
colophons in the Poona MSS. In it is sometimes (three times) called 
Parsada- Vrtti and sometimes Parsada- Vyakhya. In the Madras MS. 882, 
in the two colophons quoted in the catalogue, it is called Parsada- Vrtti. 
The reason why I have selected the latter title for my heading is partly to 
distinguish it from Uvatas commentary which is also called Parsada- 
Vyakhya, but chiefly because this commentary is generally referred to as 
Vrtti, as can be shown by verifying, in this commentary, most of the 
references to a Vrtti in B^, in marginal notes in B^, or in a footnote on 
p. 154 in B“. But at the same time it is interesting to note that a passage 
where a Vrtti is mentioned, and which forms a part of Uvata s commentary 
according to all my MSS. as well as B“, is verbally repeated, together with 
the mention of the Vrtti, in this Vrtti also. The passage occurs in the 
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commentary on vii. 33. and runs thus: ^ ^19^ I 

ict: I ^rn»rarT (¥t»2rT ^Irorr p' ; p*) 

I ir^nflrf^Rni I Perhaps this reference is to a Vrtti anterior to this 
Parsada-Vrtti. 

As Prof. Kggeling ^ says, and as is evident from his comparison of a 
few interpretations of this commentary with those of Uvata, this commen- 
tary differs considerably from that of Uvata in the first four or five 
paUilaSy while in the rest it is generally, word for word, almost the same 
as that of Uvata. It is difficult to say why Uvata, who seems to have 
based, as is shown below, his own commentary on this commentary,* should 
have retained, word for word, this commentary in the latter part, while in 
the first few patalas, even when not differing from this, he has written his 
own commentary. Or does it suggest that the whole of the Vrtti is not by 
the same author ? This is all the more probable as the scanty and doubtful 
evidence as to its authorship, given below, is confined to the first portion. 
The same suggestion cannot be applied to Uvata’s commentary, as Uvata’s 
name is given in almost all the colophons. 

There seems to be no doubt that at least the first four or five patalas 
of this Vrtti are anterior to UvaWs commentary. This is evident from 
a few criticisms of Uvata that are applicable to this Vrtti. The division 
of Sutras i. 9 and 10, for instance, adopted in this Vrtti, is ^ S cT 
and while that of Uvata is and 

: . The Vrtti also expressly says that both the words rTfi: 
and are necessary in Sutra 9. With this compare the remarks of 

Uvata i. 10: ^ Ac. 
Again on i. 62 the example given in the Vrtti with regard to cerebralization 
(’TR) is : Tf Uvata, however, in the commentary 

on the same Sutra says: II — 

I 11 &c. This important passage also shows 

that the Upadhyaya referred to here was probably identical with the 
author c f this Vrtti. These passages, together with the artificiality of 
Uvata’s interpretations as opposed to the simplicity and naturalness of the 
same in the Vrtti, as shown by Eggeling, prove beyond doubt that at least 
the first few chapters of this Vrtti are earlier in date than Uvata’s 
commentary. 

As to the author of this Vrtti, nothing can be said with certainty. The 
reasons which cause this uncertainty are set forth in the next few pages. 
Here it may be said, however, that Visnumitra’s name occurs in one of the 

^ Cf. M. Miiller's Rg. Prat., Introduction, pp. 22-32. 



THE PARSADA-VRTTI 


15 


eight verses which are found, as already stated, in the beginning of this 
Vrtti in and (partly) in Ph Besides, the colophon at the end of paUila 
i. in pi runs thus : (sic) (not 

as given in the Poona catalogue) f*n^flnrer7fT ^jTTRt ^^91 K 

Beside these two references to Visnumitra, no other reference is found, as 
far as I can say, in any of the MSS. noted above. 

THE RELATION OF VISNUMITRA AND UVATA. 

As o-lready stated, the question of the relation of Visnumitra and Uvata 
is not easy to answer. From the conclusion that Uvata cannot be the 
author of the coupled with the fact that Visnumitra is mentioned 

as the author of a Vrtti in the introduction &c.) to that Vrtti, 

also that his name, as shown above, occurs in the colophon to the same, one 
is tempted to conclude that the together with its introductory 

verses &c.) are by Visnumitra. If this is so, it would appear 

that the latter is posterior to Uva^, because he mentions a Bhasya and we 
do not know any other Bhasya except that by Uvata. Moreover, there is 
no reason, if Visnumitra is regarded as the author of the as well 

as anterior to Uvata, why the latter did not recognize the authenticity of 
the ten introductory stanzas, or at least did not refer to the fact. On tliis 
supposition it must be admitted that we do not know anything about Visnu- 
mitra’s commentary on the rest of the Pratisakhya. It is clear from his 
remark (stanza 9) that he could not have written 

this alone. 

The above supposition is, however, rendered doubtful by the inexplic- 
able fact that the verses introductory to the are also found, as 

already stated, in the beginning of the Parsada- Vrtti — at least in some 
MSS., also that in the colophon of patala i. in Pb as also shown above, the 
latter is ascribed to Visnumitra. If this colophon is to be relied upon, and 
if the introductory verses in the Parsada- Vrtti are in their original place, 
it would follow, this Vrtti having been shown to be anterior to Uvata, that 
Visnumitra is also anterior to the latter, and most probably is the same as 
the Upadhyaya mentioned by Uva^. 

It might be said that the as well as this are both 

by Visnumitra. Against this supposition it can be said, firstly, that both 
these Vrttis are not found together in any MS. Secondly, the Parsada- 
Vrtti on i. 1 shows, as we have seen with regard to Uvata, that the author 
of the same could not have been the author of the as well. 
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I give belpw, in full, the commentary on the first Sutra from the Parsada- 
Vrtti, together with the various readings from its MSS. as foot-notes. 


® {?. I ‘im) f tH II I ^?ii% * I '^r^T- 

I I <mr Ti^T7qT^5RT^:^f^ ® i i 

^^59: 1 ^ 1 Wrr ir^ 1'* 

'3=WTTW^WTf I WT.* Tr?lt^3T: I 

Tpruft ^ I " I I W^^^TTJi: I 


^TT’pirnrn*r^ ^*irrTTif^ ^TfR*r: ("^i^m) 1 1 

(^^ne) Tf^'® 1 

qiTT g^Ttwr: («i^ I ?e) ^ I Tmr I ’iiht " ^pjttw: ('i i < 10) 

iinwT: ^ (^ 1 ‘i«i) tfn 1 g ** irn^wrdWg^'ni^ ('i? 1 °io) f;t7r 

^ I tiT^?«TTTW ^ '^® 

ai^n<. i fM4g<ii ®® II 


Tt is clear from this that tlie author of this Vrtti, who liolds that there 
is no need of giving a fixed order of the alphabet in this treatise, as it can 
be deduced from the usage of the teacher himself, cannot be the author of 
the Now if this conclusion is accepted, it is very doubtful 

whether the verses introductory to both these Vrttis are really a part of 
the one or the other. In either case, the contradictory evidence of both the 
colophons noted above, as well as the presence of these verses in both 
the Vrttis, remain to be explained. That the name of Visnumitra is a source 
of confusion is further supported by its being mentioned, as shown else- 
where, in the last colophon of P, which represents, as already stated, the 


‘ •’BTWftr W'. P* omits 2 pi adds ^ 

• P’- Wl% W', P'. < w>. 5 'ivi adds 

‘ P'- ’’ W' omits « P’, P', ijq W. » P'. 

'* (for q qqfqi;) w. '» o|^ ps. h W' adds |. ■» W. 

•?!: 1 7m w'. ’» ^jqqr p', ijwt: p’. w'. >' w* omits w\ 

" P' ?et^ 'swr: Tf g p’- 

I W‘. adds ®'^® corrected to o'^^'o in P^. 

“ Tf^mrnc P'- W' omits s* P*, P’, w>. w>, 


P*, omitted in P>. P* omits Tm^miTTT®- P‘ W'. 

as ^0 ps. !» ps, ^ omitted in \V*, P'. ’o \vi adds 3T q < T t f 7T. 
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same work as the commentary of Uvata, whose name is often mentioned 
in other colophons of that MS.' 

THE STYLE, METRE, AND GRAMMAR OF THE 

rg-vedaprati6akhya. 

Making allowance for the metre, which is sometimes a cause of indirect 
as well as obscure construction, the style of the Rg- Vedapratii^akhya is, 
on the whole, direct and clear. Though treating its subject, in most of 
tlie ])atalas, in the same way as other works in the Sutra style, as is 
evident from the uninterrupted string of short sentences, often without 
any finite verb, from the observance, however partial, of the Law of 
Anuvrtti, and from the occasional treatment, without any word expressive 
of transition, of different unconnected facts in the same stanza, this 
Prati.4akliya is free from most of the defects of tliat style. No attempt 
is made to economize words at the expense of the meaning, and tliere 
is no trace of that ingenuity which renders the style artificial and 
enigmatical. This can be illustrated by the presence of connecting words 
like g and and by many finite verbal forms. No doubt simple verbs 
like the copula are generally omitted, but in many cases the absence of 
a verb is also due to the reiiuirements of the metre. The Law of Anuvrtti 
is not strictly followed ; otherwise words like (i. 73), (iii. 22), 

(vi. 50), (vi. 36), as well as occasional repetition of if 

in successive Sutras (cf. vi. 7 and 8) could easily be avoided. There are no 
artificial or conventional technical terms to be found like those invented 
by Panini (e. g. ^) or in the Vajasaneyi-Pratii^akhya (e. g. f%^). The 
system of abbreviation known as Pfinini is also wanting in 

our Prati.4akhya.“ 

It is a characteristic feature of our Pratisakhya that almost every 
phenomenon of euphonic combination (^fv) is called by a technical term, 
and though it is sometimes not easy to distinguish the meaning of one 

^ A Svamikumilra is mentioned in Uva^^s commentary on the last Sutra of the Rg. Prat. 
We do not know wliether he is tlie same as Visnumitra, who also was known as Kumara ; cf. 

(introduction to the But the commentary on the last Sutra 

being very corrupt and largely out of place, as yet we cannot attach much importance to this 
doubtful piece of evidence. Cf. also the Lists of Sanskrit MSS. in Private Libraries of Southern 
India, by G. Oppert, vol. ii. In this volume six Pratisakhya MSS. under Nos, 7260, 7401, 
7963, 8662, 9060, 9882 are ascribed to a unfortunately no further detail 

about the MSS. is given. 

* Cf. Bruno Liebich, Zur Einfiihrung in die indische einheimischc Sprachivissenschaft, ii, Historische 
Einfiihrung und Dhdiupdfha, Heidelberg, 1919, p. 31. 

B 
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from the other, and thus to assign their exact connotation, the terms are 
significant. Moreover, these terms are not always referred to again in 
the PratiiSakhya ; so that it is clear that they do not aim at brevity, as 
is the case with the artificial symbols of Panini, about which Patanjali 
says: It is another question whether these terms were 

invented by the author of the Rg-Vedaprat., or were borrowed from other 
sources. That they were, most probably, not confined to the Pratii^akhya 
is shown by the fact that some of them are found in the other Prati&ikhyas, 
as, for instance, the names of different circumflex accents, and some not 
found in the other Prati^akhyas ai’e found in the Sankhayana-Srauta- 
sutra, e.g. 

As regards the technical syntax of the grammatical teclinical language,^ 
there is only one'^ rule given in the Rg-Vedapratii^akhya by which the 
letter to be changed is put in the nominative, and the resulting letter 
in the accusative. The main object of similar Sutras in Panini ^ is con- 
ciseness, and they are made use of consistently there. But the above rule 
is here sometimes disregarded in the wording of Sutras like ii. 10, which, 
were it not so, could be made more concise. The presence of such words as 
in ii. 21, in iv. 2, which are quite unnecessary in view of 

in i. 56, also shows that the Pratisakhya, in spite of its own 
rules aiming at brevity, is not very particular about conciseness. 

In connexion with this question of technical syntax, it will be of 
interest to note that the style of this Pratisakhya presents a stage in 
the Sutra style which is anterior to tliat of Panini, and which might 
reasonably be regarded as transitional to the latter. Panini,''' for instance, 
assigns new and peculiar meanings to the ablative and locative cases. 
Though no corresponding rules are found in the Rg-Vedapratisakhya, and 
though most often a word like with the ablative (e.g. ii. 35: 

and with the locative (e.g. ii. 32: is used, 

still in some cases the tendency to omit such words and to use the ablative 
(e.g, xiv. 57: or the locative (e.g. ii. 52: by itself in the 

same sense is also noticeable. This partial rejection of such auxiliary 
words must be regarded as a precursor to their total rejection in Panini. 

Similarly the instrumental case, though mostly used with some such 
words as ‘ preceded by ’ sometimes stands by itself, and has the 

* Sankbayiina-lSrautasiitra, xii. IS, 5. Cf. Weber, Jndischc Studien, iv. 75. 

2 Cf. Burnell, On the Aindra School of Sanski'it Grammarians, pp. 43 and 117. 

^ i. 66; cf. also Bruno Liebicli, Zur Einfuhrung in die ind, einh. Sprachw., ii, § 53. 

* Pfinini, i. 1, 49, 50, 66, and 67. Similar Sutras are also found in the V&jasaneyi-Prat. 

* Cf. Panini, i. 1, 66 and 67. 
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same meaning. The genitive Ciise with proper names means ‘ in the 
opinion of*, a word like being understood.^ If a Sutra is meant to 
serve the purpose of an or general heading, a word like 

or is almost invariably added, e. g. v. 1. 

As regards the method of quoting Vedic words, it might be said, first of 
all, that they are, as a rule, not inflected by the author of the Prati^akhya. 
They are given in whatever inflexion they occur in the Sarhhita. So that, 
unless they are followed by the words ^ demonstrative pronoun 

or any two of the same, it is sometimes difficult to make out in what 
relation they stand to the rest of the Sutra, or to the Section, in which 
they occur.2 If, however, a rule is intended for various inflexional forms 
of a word, a word such as or is compounded with the stem 

form of the word.'^ Then the word thus compounded is inflected as 
required. There are, however, a few cases where a Vedic word, in one 
case even an indeclinable, is inflected; cf. (ii. 55), (v. 30), 

(xiv. 41). Vedic words also appear, sometimes, as compounded ® 
with some other words; e.g. (viii. 11), 

(viii. 14). In referring to a gmia the word or phrase beginning that 
gayut is generally given in whatever form it occurs in the Sarhhita, e. g, 
(vii. 4), (vii. 47) ; in some cases, however, only 

tlie stem form of tlie word is compounded with the word e.g. 


(vii. 48). 

The words are not given, as might be expected in a Prati^akhya, in 
the Pada-form, but rather in the Saihhita-form, with the exception that 
the changes in a word supposed to .have been caused by the association 
of a preceding or a following word in the Saihhita are not shown in 
the absence of those words ; e. g. (xviii. 2), in the Saihhita 

for (vii. 22). (according to most MSS.), instead of 

in vii. 33 seems to be an exception.® instead of in xi. 9 is 

probably due to the influence of in the same Sutra. The Pada- 


I Cf. Bru no Liebich, Zur Eiaflihrwig in die itul, einh, Sprachw,, ii, § 52. 

^ e. g. vii. 14, 23, 50. 

3 e. g. iv. 23 and 49. Cf. also viii. 12, 37. 

^ Only two forms, and oc(!ur in R.V. 

® According to .some MSS. 

® Both Reg. and M. M. write the words, in such cases, separately, as if they were not 
compounded. 

Cf. in the same Sutra and in ix. 32. 

« Cf. also ix. 33. 
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forms and in xiii. 30 are given because the Sutra is meant 

only for the Pada4ext. 

Excepting compound words, parts of which are sometimes given, words 
which arc not compounds are generally quoted in full. In a few cases 
parts of simple words are quoted (cf. ix. 26 and 32), but the fact is 
clearly stated by the author himself (cf. ix. 25, 31, and 34). In two other 


similar cases, for (iv. 97) and (according to some MSS.) ^ for 
(viii. 18), the author does not say anything to that effect. With regard to 
the fonner Uvata says: I • 

Witli regard to the latter, Uvata is silent, and this is one of the reasons 
why I have adopted the reading, i.e. ^ for 

If a Vedic quotation contains more words than are necessary to show the 
application of a rule, the extra words in such cases are generally meant to 
restrict the application of that rule only to that quotation. In some cases, 
however, this explanation does not hold good, the presence of extra words 
being quite superfluous. With regard to such cases Uvata says : (ii. 77) 


METRE. 

The Rg-Vedapratii^khya is composed partly in the Anustubh metre 
and partly in the Tristubh or Jagati metres.^ There are a few irregular 
stanzas which generally, according to the prevalence of the Padas, can be 
assigned to one or tlie other of the three metres. Besides, there are four 
stanzas with Padas of nine syllables each; one with ten-syllabic Padas; 
and one with six-syllabic Padas. I give below a chart showing the 
number of stanzas in different metres in different paialas, also their total 
numbei’ separately as well as together. I have not included the first 
ten introductory stanzas in this account. 

Tristubh Padas occasionally interchange with Jagati Padas, excepting 
those in patala xviii, which are not only free from this admixture but are 
of the type of the regular classical metres — Indravajra or Upajati. It 
will appear from the chart given below that the tendency of the work 
is to write either in Anustubh or in Tristubh or in both. The Jagati 
metre is rarely used except in patala xi, which is entirely in that metre. 
Moreover, the Jagati metre employed in this patala is of the type of the 
regular classical metre called Vaiii^astha, the only irregularities (according 
to some MSS.) being for in stanza 13, and for 

in stanza 20. This exceptional character of j^)a/(da xi is very important, 


^ Cf. A. A. Macdonell, Brhaddevata, Introduction, p. xxvi. 
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as we shall see later on. Of the seventeen defective Anustubh stanzas 
there are ten with one Pada of nine syllables, one with two Padas of nine, 
five with one Pada of seven, and one with one Pada of six. Of those 
containing one or two Padas of nine only a few Padas begin with two 
short syllables. In some cases the excess of one syllable is due to Vedic 
quotations. In some cases, however, the excess is due to the restoration of 
the Sandhi between two Padas, without which the end of the odd Padas 
would not coincide with the end of a word; e. g. iv, stanza 33. All 
the Padas having one or two syllables short contain Vedic quotations, and 
the number of syllables can be restored by means of Vyuha ; in one case 
(xvi, stanza 15) Vyuha is expressly enjoined by the Pratii^akhya itself. 

There are about twenty-seven instances of hiatus found between the 
Padas of stanzas in various metres. The hiatus is generally removed, 
in most of the MSS., by euphonically combining the vowels. But the 
Sandhi has to be separated in order to restore the metre. I have, therefore, 
followed Prof. Macdoneirs edition of the Brhaddevata in restoring the 
hiatus in all such cases in my text.^ There are a few cases where the 
number of the syllables of different Padas did not require this restoration, 
but in that case the odd Padas (first or third) would end in the middle of 
a word, which is against the practice as well as an express rule (xvii. 24) 
of the Prati^khya itself. There is only one case in the Rg-Vedaprati^akhya 
where the end of a Pada coincides with the end of a word in a compound ; 
cf. vii, stanza 29. Excepting this one instance, 1 have followed Prof. 
Macdonell in separating also the two halves of the line throughout 
the text. 


GRAMMAR. 

With regard to euphonic combination, the rule ^ of changing final au to 
d before u or u and to dv before other vowels is observed in the best MSS. 
I have kept this difference. I have also followed the common practice of 
the MSS. in dropping Visarjaniya before a sibilant plus a hard consonant, 
which is also supported by a rule (iv. 36) of the Rg-Vedapratii^khya. The 
omission of Visarjaniya also occurs sporadically in the MSS. before a sibilant 
plus a nasal consonant or a semivowel. I have not adopted this practice as 
it has no authority in either of the Pratii^akhyas or in Panini. The MSS. 
are not consistent^ with regard to the nature of the nasal sound resulting 

' This is not observed in the text given in the Sutra form with the commentaiy. 

* Cf. ii. 25 and 31. 

* Cf. M. Muller on iv. 80; also foot-notes on iv, stanzas 28-36, in my text of the 
Prftti^khya where, for the sake of illustration, I have with regard to this matter given 
oollatious from different MSS. 
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from the treatment of a final n like a Visarjaniya ; it being represented 
sometimes by Anusvara ( • ) and sometimes by Anunasika. I have univer- 
sally adopted the latter, as it is expressly enjoined by this Pratii^khya 
(cf. iv. 80).^ The practice of Vedic MSS. of writing d and dh as I and Ih 
between vowels is generally followed in the best MSS. 

The Rg-Vedaprati^akhya does not usually follow the rule of not con- 
tracting a final a or d or any other monophthong ^ with a following r or r, 
though a rule (ii. 32) to that effect with regard to a and d before r is 
expressly laid down in the PratiiSakhya ; e.g. (v. 23), 

(ix. 21), (vii. 1), (ii. 64). There are, however, 

two cases where this rule is observed ; cf. (v. 43), 

(for ®7rr) (ix. 51). The latter occurs at the end of the first 

Pada of a line. (or ®l|l) (xii. 1), according to some MSS., 

is another instance. The hiatus is also retained in Vedic quotations; 
e. g. (vii. 45). The Vedic Sandhi of dropping a final n after d 

and nasalizing the preceding vowel (iv. 80) is retained in a Vedic word 
before a vowel ; e.g. (ii. 73), ffil (iv. 66). The change 

of the final n to r and the nasalization of the preceding vowel (iv. 80), is 
retained before a semivowel in (iv. 69). The Vedic Sandhi of 

the final n in before c is retained in (iv. 75), but cf. 

(iv. 74). The hiatus is not avoided in (xiv. 60), 

(xvii. 43); while according to the first interpretation of Uvate a 
is elided after a Pragrhya in (xiii. 40). (xviii. 25) is 

another irregular Sandhi according to some MSS. The cerebralization in 
(ii. 80) is confined to chamlas according to Panini.^ I have 
adopted (xvi. 90) instead of wliich is required according 

to a Varttika® on Panini viii. 4, 42. The word (xi. 25) is very 

curious. Some MSS. have attempted to correct it to It might 

be taken as an unusual Sandhi of W plus though the construction 

requires an accusative instead of W * , or it might be taken in the sense of 
‘ the part (of a word) containing an aspirate *. The only other possible way 
is to take it simply in the sense of ‘ an aspirate *, the addition of either 
^ (=^) or being superfluous and irregular. The reading ’I’Wn® 
(xvi. 53) found in most MSS. is probably another instance of irregular 
Sandhi for 

^ Cf. also xiv. 37 where Anusvara in such cases is expressly declared to be a fault. 

Cf. Panini, vu 1, 128. 

* See note. ^ Cf. viii. 8, 106. 
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The irregularities with regard to nouns, adjectives, pronouns, and verbs 
are also interesting. The Vedic form TIT instead of ?nf^ is used in RT 
(iv. 14), Forms like ^ (xvi. 24), &c., are used^ in the sense 
of Hj;, &c. Possessive adjectives like (ix. 28), (xvi. 20), 

(xvi. 40), formed from stems which end in n according to the 
Sanskrit Grammarians,® occur very often. (xvi. 18) is probably 

for f^: , or if it is a dvign compound both number and gender are 

noteworthy. is used without inflection in ^ WrfTT (ii. 33). Names of 
the Pragftthas derived from compounds are often irregularly formed ; e. g. 

(xviii. 10), (xvih. 19). x?irr: (ii. 12) in the mascu- 
line is used with 7!Tf^. is once used as a masculine (xiii. 20). 

as a name of a metre is used as a neuter (xvii. 5). in the neuter 

appears to be used for^H^I^Tf^: (xvii. 49). The form (xiv. 37) 

which is the reading of all the text and commentary MSS. for 
may be regarded as an irregularity, the latter reading being based only on 
marginal corrections in some MSS.^ 

As regards compounds, Uvata takes (iv. 37) as equal to 

(xi. 13), according to most MSS., appears for 
. (iv. 56) means With regard to 

syntax, the nominative (xvii. 4) is once used for the accusative. The 

accusative with xfn instead of the nominative occurs with several words in 
XV. 12. is once used with the accusative (i. 62); and several times with 
the ablative; e.g, xi. 70. is several times used with the ablative, but 

not in the same sense (cf. Uvata); e.g. (xiv. 64), 

(xvi. 5). in xi. 61 is probably used with or it may be taken with 

11%. The forms of the demonstrative pronoun are often used for those 
of nif or e.g. iv. 49, 61, 83. The imperfect (xiii. 48) 

has the sense of the present tense. The order of the words is occasionally 

' Cf. I^adguru^isya (p. 66) on SarvftnukrainanI, Intruductiun, iv. 3: 

I : I 

• Cf. the Vftrttika : on Pknini, v. 1, 58 ; 2, 37. 

• Cf. Whitney’s Sanskrit Grammar, §§ 484, and 1230 b. 

• Cf. §adguru^isya (p. 76) on Saivftnukramani, Introduction, xi. 4 ; 

I iRwr ^niTffR Kfii ff imftfi! I 

• The Vfddhi of the second element is not an irregularity if the words like 

are taken in the sense of &c. ; cf. the Yarttika: 

Pft^ni, iv, 2, 66. Cf. also Rg. Prat, xviii. 6. 

• The latter reading is also found in P*, P* ; see note. 
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disregarded, especially in the case of particles ; e.g. ^ ^ (i. 26). In 

one case the prefix is separated from its verb : H (xi. 65). 

With regard to prepositions, ^ is separated from the ablative by one word 
in W ^ (iii. 20), and so from the accusative in 

(xi. 63). 


VOCABULARY. 

As regards vocabulary, it might be said firat of all, that the Piatii^khya, 
as stated above, has many peculiar technical terms for different euphonic 
combinations, some of which have not been noted elsewhere ; e. g. 

(iv. 37), and f^TT (iv. 30).’ The list of the names of 

different faults in pronunciation in patala xiv is also interesting. Other 
interesting words, some of which have not been noted elsewhere, are: 

(i. 46) from (i- 54) in the sense of an irregular 

formation, and equal to in grammar ; (i. 61) meaning 

‘ contradiction ’ as opposed to (xv. 15) in the sense of ‘ to repeat ’ 

or ‘ to recite again sirnj (i. 53) equal to in grammar ; (i. 71) ; 

inni (iv. 41 and 45) meaning a subsequent word or sound, as opposed to 
its meaning in Panini restricted to an affix or suffix ; (iv. 50) beside 

(ix. 27) ; (x. 16) in the general sense of and 

lTre5«T (ii. 34) from f^rerfTf and in the sense of both declension 

(e. g. ix. 5) and conjugation (x. 7) ; (iv. 38) meaning usage ; WT*! 

in the sense of duration (vi. 39 ; xiii. 7) ; (ih. 8) meaning ; 

(iii. 17); (vi. 47) for JW® (xi. 10) in the same 

sense as in Panini; (xi. 3) meaning a diphthong; (x. 15) 

meaning ; f^HCTf (xi. 16) ; (xi. 62) ; (xi. 22) ; 

(xi. 42); iraRWra (xi. 35); siRRrf’JT (xviii. 57); (xi. 47) meaning 
change ; (xi. 66) meaning existence ; (xiv. 25) in its literal 

meaning ‘with parts’; (xiv. 49) meaning either a conjunct con- 
sonant or a heavy vowel ; (xv. 5) meaning (xviii. 4) ; 

r (xviii. 27) &c. It may be added that some of the words like 
are used here in their literal meaning, and not in the restricted 

’ As regards the interesting names of different metres which 

occur in patala xvii, it should be noted that most of them are also found in the Nid&nasutra ; 
cf. Weber, Indische Studim^ viii* 

* Cf. Bruno Liebich, Zur Einfiihrung in die ind. einh. Sprachw,^ ii, §$36 and 60. 

* Cf. Uvata. * Cf. UvaU. 
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sense given to them in other works. That is why they are not defined 
here as in Panini or in other works.^ 

THE TEXT OF THE RG-VEDAPRATI^AKHYA. 

The text of the Rg-Vedapratii5akhya consists of eighteen patalas 
divided into three adhydyas of six patalas each. Each patala is divided 
into vargas. The vargas generally consist of five stanzas each, except 
at the end of a patala where they vary in length from three stanzas to 
six.^ Th,is practice about the length of the vargas is, however, not strictly 
followed in patalas xi-xiii, xvi, and xvii. 

A few MSS. of the text (C^ C^, and partly M) number the papxlas 
separately for each adhyaya,, but I have, following the majority of the text 
MSS., as well as all my MSS. of the commentary, numbered them con- 
secutively for the whole work. That the division into patalas is really 
the most original can be proved by the internal evidence of the Pratii^akhya 
itself, as it is referred to in Sutras iv. 20, and vi. 16. That this is also 
more real than that into adhydyas and vargas is clear from the fact 
that while the latter divisions are merely artificial or mechanical, the 
former is to some extent based on the division of the subject-matter. 
It is for this reason as well as for the sake of convenience that in giving 
references to the Sutras or the stanzas of the Pratii^akhya I have referred 
only to and not to adhydyas or vargas. This coincidence of the 

division of the patalas with that of the subject-matter has mainly led 
me to include stanzas 53-60 in patala xvi. The ten introductory stanzas, 
having been elsewhere shown to be spurious, are not included in the text 
of the Pratii^akhya. The commentary on them has also been separated 
from Uvata’s commentary. 

THE TEXT OF THE RG-VEDAPRATI^AKHYA ACCORDING TO 
THE COMMENTARY OF UVATA. 

As we shall see later on, there are traces of successive additions to 
be found in the Rg-Vedaprati^akhya, and the text, as it has come down 
to us, cannot be the work of one and the same author. Before entering 
op the examination of this question it is better to say something about 
the text of the Prati^akhya adopted by Uvata for his commentary, 
because in the choice of readings for the text I have given the chief 

1 Cf. Pfinini, i. 2, 41 ; i. 1, 65 ; see also Vaj. Prat., i. 161 ; i. 35 ; Ath. Prat., i. 92 ; Tait. 
Pi^at.,!. 64.’ 

2 Cf. R.V. and Brhaddevata. 
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weight to his authority so as to obtain as far as possible the text 
which he had before him in the eleventh century.^ It has been proved 
above that Uvata did not recognize the authenticity of the ten introductory 
stanzas. As they are wanting in the Parsada-Vrtti which, as shown above, 
is, in all probability, anterior to Uvata, and as the commentary on them 
is not by Uvata, it is reasonable to assume that the stanzas were added 
to the Prati^akhya after Uvata’s time. The fact that these stanzas are 
found in varying numbers in different MSS. is another proof of their 
spuriousness. They are all wanting in W, and C® has only the first. 
Another proof consists in this, that in all ^ the MSS. of Uvata’s commentary 
the numbering of Sutras, stanzas, and vargas begins from 

(i. 1). Eyen in the text MSS. they are generally kept apart, and 
are not counted with the genuine stanzas of the Pratii^khya. Of these 
ten stanzas, stanzas 5, 6, and 8 also occur at the end of the Taittiriya- 
Pratii^akhya. The stanza &c. is wanting in all my text 

MSS.^ though occurring in the commentary on the first Sutra. It is 
obviously a part of the commentary, and cannot be regarded as a part 
of the Pratisakhya as Prof. Goldstucker sought to maintain. In patala 
xvi the stanza ^ &c. occurs in all the text MSS. either 

after the first or the second line of stanza 8. It is, however, wanting 
in the commentary MSS. except in where this stanza, followed by the 
remark ^mw * , is added by the scribe. There can be no doubt about the 
spuriousness of the stanza, because it is wanting in the commentary, 
and because it is merely a repetition of what is already said in xvi. 11. 
Stanza 10 of the same patala is, in the commentary MSS., written as 
a part of the commentary of the preceding Sutra, but taking into con- 
sideration the usual number (i. e. five) of stanzas in a varga, as well as 
owing to its occurrence in all the text MSS., it is, no doubt, a part of 
the Pratii^akhya. 

Stanza 50 of the same patala contains an extra line. This is the only 
instance of its kind in the Pratij^akhya and would readily suggest that the 
line is a later addition. It is found in all my text MSS. except in W. It is 
found in my commentary MSS. also, but the commentary on it is omitted 
in I According to Prof. Regnier the commentary on it is wanting also in 
the Paris MS. and the Berlin MS. 394. That Uvata could not have 
regarded it as authentic appears from his commentary on xvii. 21. There 

^ On the date of Uvata, see Bhandarkar, Beport, 1882-3, pp. 3, 191 ; Stein, Kdiftnir Catalogue^ 

p. xii. 

* Cf. Rognier^s ]^-Vedaprat., part I, p. 22 (top), 

s See Academy j July, 1870, p. 272. Cf. also M. Miiller, ^-Vedaprat., pp. ix and xi. 

* Ct. Regnier (part XII, p. 140) and M. Muller (p. ccciii). 
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he refers to the three stanzas (i. 191, 10-12) of the Rgveda as the instances 
where the metre, though doubtful according to the Padas, is determined 
according to the number of the syllables. If this line were authentic and 
if the commentary on it, which quotes the first f^nRTT®) of the three 
R.V. stanzas as an instance of were by Uvata, it is clear that 

Uvata’s reference to them as of doubtful metre, in the commentary on 
xvii. 21, is not quite appropriate. To meet this objection some of the MSS. 
add, in the commentary on xvii. 21 : ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Wrf?l I W fW W. WT I ^ This passage is obviously 

an interpolation as it is not found even in some of those MSS. which 
contain the commentary on the line in question. It would appear from 
this that though Uvata might have read this line, as it is found in all the 
commentary MSS., he did not regard it as authentic, and that he did not 
comment upon it. There are other reasons also which conclusively prove 
that the line is spurious. Stanza 51 which follows this line while referring 
to ‘ these two groups ’ refer to this line, but to the 

two Sutras given before the line. It is clear that, had the line been 
genuine, it could not have been passed over in that reference. The other 
argument consists in this, that stanza 52 of 'patala xvi, though giving 
examples for the rule (xvi. 75) which precedes this line and also for the 
following one (xvi. 77), does not give any example for this line. 

The second line &c.) of stanza 51 of tlie same patala is 

found in all my commentary as well as text MSS. except W, which reads 
instead of it : (sic) ^ Uvata does not 

explain it, nor is its meaning quite clear. A marginal note in B ^ says that 
the line is an interpolation (%t|^). To me it appears that the line is not an 
interj)olation but is a wrong reading, which is the cause of the obscurity 
of its meaning. 

Stanza 19 of patala iii, though found in all the commentary and text 
MSS., is not explained by Uvata. This, coupled with the fact that the 
stanza is added at the end of the patala at least shows that Uvata did not 
regard it as authentic. Moreover the stanza is a mere repetition of what 
is already said in stanza 3. The last two stanzas (8, 9) of patala xii. seem 
to be of the same sort. They are also found in all the commentary and 
text MSS. but are not explained by Uvata, though some commentary MSS. 
add : It is noteworthy that the first of these two stanzas also 

occurs in the Vaj. Prat. (viii. 54, 55) and is fully explained there by Uvata. 
The same applies to the last two stanzas (19 and 20) of patala xiii. The 
last one is omitted in W. Both are omitted in the MSS. P^ and P- of the 


^ Of. Regnior and M. Muller. 
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PSrsada-Vrtti. Uvate's commentary on xiii. 47 shows that he did not 
regard the first of these two stanzas as a part of the Prati^khya. The five 
stanzas, dealt with above, are of the nature of ‘ floating verses That is 
the reason why some of them are found in works of diflerent author- 
ship. Some of them may be regarded not as a part of the Pratifekhya but 
as mere quotations by Uvata and as such a part of his commentary. In 
their case, their occurrence in the text MSS. may be taken as subsequent to 
their occurrence in the commentary. 

LACK OF UNITY IN THE AUTHORSHIP^ OF THE 
RG-VEDAPRATIf^AKHYA. 

As far as I can say, Prof. Regnier was the first to point out that the 
Rg-Vedaprati^akhya is a work gradually built up. His critical remarks 
about different ])atalas,^ in this respect, are a proof of his keen observation 
and accurate judgement. But unfortunately he did not deal with the 
question in detail, his criticisms being only of a general nature. Moreover, 
sometimes he seems to go too far when, without any further proof, he sees 
in a mere want of method or order in a portion of the Pratii^akhya, a trace 
of compilation."^ Prof. Whitney^ also was of the same opinion that parts of 
the Rg-Vedaprati^akhya are later accretions. 

A careful reading of the Rg-Vedaprati4akhya is bound to convince any- 
body that the work as a whole cannot be the work of one and the same 
author. The different parts of the work are only loosely connected with 
each other, there being no unity of subject-matter running throughout the 
work. For instance, the continuity of the subject-matter running through 
the first eleven patalas is wanting in the twelfth and thirteenth patalas, 
which are only a sort of appendix. The last part, i.e. xvi-xviii, 

which deals exclusively with metre, has no connexion whatever with the 
preceding imtalas. Besides this want of unity of subject-matter in the 
different parts of the Pratii^akhya, we meet also, as shown below, with 
contradictions and repetitions which can be explained or justified only on 
the assumption of the diversity of their authorship. Moreover, the first 
patala, which serves the purpose of a general introduction to the work, 

^ As regards the date of l^aunaka who, according to the tradition, the first of the ten 
introductory stanzas, and the introduction to the Vargadvayavrtti, is the author of the 
Kg. Prat., cf. Macdonell, BrhaddevatS, Introduction, pp. xxii-iv ; Keith, Aitareya Aranyaka, 
Introduction, p. 21. 

* Cf. for instance, his remarks at the beginning of patalas xiii and xvi. 

3 Cf. his remarks at the beginning of patala ii. 

* Cf. his Ath. Prat., p. 580 (top). Cf, also Burnell, On the Aindra School qf Sanskrit 
Grammarians^ pp. 83-4. 
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restricts itself to remarks which are concerned only with the first part, 
showing thereby that the later parts of the Prati^akhya had no place in 
the original scheme of the work. 

In view of these general remarks the eighteen patalas of the Rg-Veda- 
pratiiSakhya can at first be divided into three parts: (i) papxlas i-xii, 
(2) xiii-xv, and (3) xvi-xviii. The third part, comprising patalas xvi-xviii, 
is quite independent of the first two parts, and in fact, as Prof. Regnier 
says, forms by itself a treatise on metre, the treatment of which is not an 
essential feature of a Prati^akhya, as can be judged by its being confined to 
our own Prati^akhya, while the other PratiiSakhyas are completely silent 
about it. There are other facts which prove that, in all probability, this 
part is a later addition to the PratiiSakhya. While viii. 40 recommends 
that in Padas short by one or more syllables the required number of sylla- 
bles should be restored by means of a resolution (^) of coalesced combina- 
tions and semivowels, in xvii. 22 and 23 a distinction is made between the 
two cases. Resolution is recommended only in the case of coalesced 

combinations, while for semivowels, intervention of a corresponding vowel 
(cf. prescribed.^ Both these passages being integral 

parts in their respective places, the contradiction involved in them proves 
the diversity of their authorship. Moreover, the rule viii. 40 was quite 
superfluous if both the parts were by the same author. The independent 
character of the last part as well as its later date of composition is further 
proved by the fact that Sutras 32-40 of patala xviii are either merely 
a repetition of or implied in Sutras 19-26 and 37 of patala i, while 
stanzas 30, 3-1 of the former patala (xviii) are merely a verbal repetition of 
stanzas 14 and 1 5 of patala xv where their occurrence is more natural than 
in patala xviii. It is, perhaps, of interest to note that the use of the 
expletive particle ^ is peculiar to this last part. The use of the preposition 
with the ablative in the third part is in a slightly dilferent sense from 
that in the first two parts. 

The second part, comprising paplas xiii-xv, is lacking in that 
independent character which is found in the third part. Though patala 
xiii is a sort of collection of miscellaneous matter, and is not so uniform 
in character as patala xiv, which is wholly devoted to the description 
of various faults in pronunciation, both are, in their colophons in some 
MSS., and also by Uvata,^ called J^iki^-patalas, and the conclusion of 
patala xiv is applicable to both of them. Patala xv, which describes 

^ As can be resolved into ; cf, Uva^. 

^ So that ^Sn^^r^can be read as cf. Uva^. 

s Cf. the Com. on xiii. 22 (iPTOt: &c.). 
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the mode of instruction followed in teaching the recitation of the Rgveda, 
is called in its colophon in C*, or in W. Uvata ^ 

once refers to it as Though not called the latter 

fokila may be considered a continuation of the two former, and can thus 
be grouped together with them as forming a part distinct from both 
the other parts. 

This part, however, is not quite independent of the first part, and is 
rather a sort of complement to the same. This is proved by the fact that 
there are passages in the second part which clearly refer to the first part ; 
cf. ITfTT (xiii. 7) which refers to ^IT^: 

(vi. 39), cf. also xiv. 1 where clearly refers 

to the first part. Moreover, in one case it would appear that the description 
of the karanas in xiii. 8-12 is something which is taken for granted 
in the first part; cf. vi. 27. In spite of all these facts which might 
suggest the unity of the second part with the first, there are arguments 
which go to prove a later date of this part. According to the first part 
(iv. 82) the nasal sound after d in the word is Anunasika, but in 

the second part (xiii. 27) it is distinctly stated to be Anusvara. Uvata 
tries to reconcile this contradiction by saying : 

I 1 (xiii. 27). But it is obvious that one and the 

same person cannot be responsible for these contradictory views. More- 
over, while according to the first part (i. 10) Anusvara is included in the 
breathings second part (xiii. 11), excluded from 

the same. The complementary nature, as well as a later date of these 
patalas, is further illustrated by the fact that while in the earlier chapters 
the Prati^akhya professedly (cf. ii. 1) deals with the constitution of the 
Samhita-text on the basis of the Pada-text, which is taken for granted, 
we find in the second part matters dealt with which are exclusively 
concerned with the Pada-text ; cf. xiii. 30. Though there are a few similar 
cases in the early chapters (cf. ii. 13 ; iv. 81-2), they are mentioned there 
incidentally, or only for the sake of illustration of some term. Moreover, 
it is also noteworthy that the term is explained (xiii. 31) after 

its use in the preceding Sutra. A similar case is not found in the earlier 
chapters ; though rather doubtful, but very interesting, proof for a later 
date of this second part, is offered by the following fact. Ndsikya is 
described as a regular nose-sound in i. 47-8. Though the word is never 
again used in the same sense in the Rg-Vedapratii5akhya, and there is 
no rule there respecting its occurrence, we know from Uvata, as well 


1 Cf. the Com. on xviii. 68 
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as from a comparison of the other Pr&tii$akhyas (cf. Ath. Prat. i. 100; 
Tait. Prat, xxi. 14; Vaj. Prat. i. 74, 80; viii. 28) that most probably it 
means a transitional nose-sound which is heard after h before a nasal mute 
in such words as lu the commentary on Vaj. Prat. viii. 28 Uvata 

says: TOl (i.e. H or i In the fourteenth 

patala of the Rg-VedapratiiSakhya, however, it appears to me that the 
same nose-sound is described as a fault in pronunciation (xiv. 35). If my 
identification of the ndaikya in the first patala with this nose-sound in 
the fourteenth patala is correct, the contradiction between the two patalas 
is obvious, and can be explained only by assuming the diversity of their 
authorship. The enumeration of the upasargas in xv, 17, though they are 
already given in xii. 20, is also worth noticing in this respect. 

The main reason which has prompted me to divide the first part after 
patala xii, and not to include the latter patala ^ which is also a sort of 
complement, in the second part, is that in some MSS. (B^ and W), in its 
colophon, that 2^^tala is called That this name of the patala 

is very old is proved by the fact that Uvata, in the commentary on ii. 1, 
8ays : ^rffTTT I. To me it appears 

that this name indicates clearly that at one time that patala (xii) 

was regarded as the last patala of the Pratii^akhya. 

Owing to reasons already shown the first part as a whole is, in all 
probability, earlier in date than the two latter parts. This does not mean 
that the whole of the former is necessarily by the same author or of 
the same date. On the contrary, there are traces to be found which show 
that, at least, patalas xii and xi are later in date than the other patalas of 
the first part. The arguments as to the later date of patala xii are only 
tentative, and not definitive. Of the nine stanzas of this patala, the first 
four are applicable only to the Pada-text, and this fact is clearly stated by 
the author himself; cf. Sutra 16: !• Stanzas 5 and 6 are of 

a general nature, while stanza 7 is really out of place in this Pratisakhya, 
because nowhere else does the Pratii^akhya concern itself with the accent 
of particular words. The last two stanzas have already been shown to 
be probable interpolations. 

There are stronger and more definite reasons with regard to the later 
date of patala xi. It can be proved by a comparison of the contents 
of this patala with those of patala x, that the former is a sort of 
commentary on the latter.^ A large portion of patala xi is obviously 
concerned with assigning reasons for some rules of patala x. On the other 
hand, many of the rules of patala xi are mere repetitions of those of 

1 Cf. Regnier^s Rg-Vedaprati^khya, part ii, p. 56. 
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patala x, there being no justification at all for their repetition ; cf. x. 12-14 
and xi. 28-80. It seems that the author of patala xi accepted also some 
other opinions which are not found in patcUa x ; cf. xi. 83, 46. We arrive 
at the same conclusion by a comparison of vocabulary, style, and metre 
of this patcda with those of the rest of the first part, or even of the whole 
of the Pratiifekhya. The word ^ appears for the first time, in xi. 10> 
in the same sense as in Panini (cf. Uvata). (xi. 47) is used in the 

sense of fWT- The words (xi. 2), (xi. 10), 

(xi. 58), are also noteworthy. The style generally of the whole patala, 
specially of the last four stanzas, is argumentative, and seems to be more 
modern than that of the whole of the rest of the PratiiSakhya. The 
exceptional character of this patala, as regards metre, has been already 
shown. All this shows a later date of this patala than that of the first 
ten patalas, and possibly of the other parts too, of the PratiSakhya. 

There is no reason to question the unity of the first ten paMas. The 
opinion of Prof. Whitney,^ as far as patala x is concerned, that the part 
of the Rg-Vedapratii^akhya which concerns the construction of the krama- 
text is open to the suspicion of being a later accretion to the text, is 
contradicted by the fact that krama is mentioned in i. 62 (’Wt 

showing thereby that it must have formed a part in the original 
scheme of the work. 


1 Cf. his Ath. Prat., p. 577 {J.A. 0. S., 1862). 






